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MILITARY STRATEGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 3,
2001, the Chair would recognize the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) for half the time remaining before
midnight, or approximately 56 minutes.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to address a crucial issue
for the future of our Nation, the mili-
tary strategy that will govern our
armed services.

In 1923, then-Major George C. Mar-
shall was asked to give a speech on na-
tional defense. He briefly recounted the
history of the Army’s end-strengths
since the Revolutionary War and noted
a consistent pattern. After every con-
flict the United States immediately
and significantly decreased the size of
the Army, only to have to increase it
dramatically the next time a conflict
broke out.

U.S. leaders continued to act as if the
absence of an immediate threat justi-
fied a dramatic decrease in the size of
U.S. forces and the defense budget. The
astonishing fact, Marshall said, is that
we continue to follow a regular cycle in
the doing and undoing of measures for
national defense.

Nearly 80 years later in the after-
math of the Cold War, we find our-
selves caught in the same pattern. Our
active duty military has shrunk from
2.1 million people in fiscal year 1989 to
1.4 million for the coming fiscal year, a
decline of 34 percent.

Some in the administration may
argue that this decline is reasonable
and that further forced cuts are justi-
fied because we do not face a global
peer competitor, but neither did the
United States in 1923. Yet less than 20
years later it found itself at the center
of a massive global conflict.

Mr. Speaker, this pattern must stop.
Why must we as Members of Congress
think about questions of national
strategy? My first answer goes back to
that 1923 Marshall speech that Con-
gress and the administration must
bring stability to the size of our force
and the resources that support it, both
in the current budget and in the out-
years. Stability ensures the United
States can counter any threat to its in-
terest, can fulfill its responsibility as
the world’s lone superpower, and can
live up to the trust all those who serve
in the military should have in their
government.

Second, the Constitution charges the
Congress to raise and support armies,
to provide and maintain a Navy, and to
make rules for the Government and
regulation of the land and naval forces.
This is a sacred duty that transcends
merely authorizing and appropriating
annual funds for defense department
and military services.

Remember, it was Congress that
crafted the Goldwater-Nichols legisla-
tion that strengthened the chain of
command to U.S. benefit in conflicts
like the Gulf War, and Congress had
upgraded professional military edu-

cation. We must now give thoughtful
consideration to where our Nation is
heading and what the proper role and
size of our military is in this current
world.

Third, I have had the great fortune of
serving on the Committee on Armed
Services for over 2 decades. In that
time I have participated in scores and
scores of briefings and hearings and
have conferred widely with active duty
and retired military officers, defense
experts, military historians and, most
importantly, our troops. Through their
wisdom and generosity, I have learned
quite a bit; and I have come to some
opinions about what our military
should be doing for our country.

It is an old speech-writing ploy to
say that the United States stands at a
unique moment in history, but in this
case it happens to be true. There is no
single overwhelming threat to the
United States and its interests. There
is no political-economic ideology to
rival our democracy in capitalism, the
United States the world’s leading mili-
tary and economic power. It has
brought not only economic progress,
but democracy and stability to many
parts of the world.

On balance, the United States has
provided great benefits to the world
through its leadership. We should feel a
great sense of accomplishment at that.
But this elevated position creates re-
sponsibilities. The United States must
continue to lead; we must consciously
fan the fire of our leadership to serve
as a beacon for those friends and allies
who would follow us. We must work
with them as partners without arro-
gance, recognizing that together we
can make the world a better and safer
place.

Leading in the 21st century means
leading globally. The Asia-Pacific re-
gion is increasingly critical to our fu-
ture security because of its population,
growing economic strength, advancing
military capabilities, and potential for
conflict. Yet our leadership cannot
focus on this region at the expense of
others where U.S. interests remain
strong, particularly Europe and the
Persian Gulf.

In addition to requiring global lead-
ership, our world position makes us a
tempting target for those who would
attack us. We may face direct chal-
lenges, attacks on our homeland, our
citizens and soldiers overseas and our
military and commercial information
systems. We may face indirect chal-
lenges as well as those who resent our
leadership seek to increase the cost of
our global position and seek to block
access to the ports and battlefields of
the future.

We may face challenges to our allies
and friends in conventional and uncon-
ventional forms that affect our own na-
tional interest. We may continue to
face challenges associated with being a
global leader as others ask us to con-
tribute troops to keep the peace and
stem violence.

Given the breadth of these chal-
lenges, our national military strategy

continues to matter, and the size and
strength of our military matter as
well. A good force structure with the
wrong strategy is useless; so is a good
strategy with the wrong forces.

Getting the strategy right requires
asking what the military must be able
to do. In basic terms, we ask the mili-
tary to prevent attacks on U.S. inter-
ests and to respond if prevention fails.
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Mr. Speaker, let us look at each in
turn. I use prevention to mean two
broad categories of activities that to-
gether protect U.S. interests, maintain
U.S. world leadership, and minimize
the likelihood that the military will
have to fight.

The first preventive element of our
military strategy is the protection of
the U.S. homeland as it is our most
fundamental national interest. We
know of a number of states and
nonstate actors that may seek to
counter U.S. conventional strength
through attacks that may involve
weapons of mass destruction.

To counter these threats, the United
States needs a comprehensive home-
land security strategy, and I have
called for this in legislation. To be
sure, a limited missile defense system
is part of such an effort, but the obses-
sion of national missile defense by
some as a ‘‘Maginot line in the sky’’
has become theological. Secretary
Rumsfeld rightly points out that we
cannot predict all of the threats that
we will face, just as no one predicted
Pearl Harbor or Iraq’s invasion of Ku-
wait. But yet his strategy lacks the
flexibility to deal with a range of
threats when it puts such significant
emphasis and resources on a single
threat to be countered with missile de-
fense. Missile defense systems should
be treated as a weapons system like
any other, and it should be only one
part of the U.S. approach to protecting
its citizens.

Homeland security must include con-
tinued support for nonproliferation
programs, including cooperative threat
reduction programs with states of the
former Soviet Union. It must include
great resources for intelligence and co-
ordinated response mechanisms among
a range of government agencies. Com-
prehensive homeland security, not
merely the one element represented by
missile defense, should be the focus of
our efforts.

Beyond physical attacks, the United
States is now vulnerable to increas-
ingly sophisticated information war-
fare capabilities targeted at our mili-
tary communications or at critical do-
mestic infrastructure. The diffusion of
technology allows many states and
nonstate actors to target the United
States directly through cyberspace at a
fraction of the cost of confronting us
with conventional forces.

Our own information operations war
games, like 1997’s Eligible Receiver,
showed that even a small group of
attackers could break into the power
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grids of major American cities and dis-
rupt military command and control
systems. In such a scenario, our very
technological superiority becomes a
weakness with potentially devastating
consequences for both infrastructure
and the lives of our citizens and troops.

In considering how to deal with infor-
mation warfare, the United States
must build robust offensive and defen-
sive capabilities and ensure that the
information and communications that
enable combat operations is secure. To
do this, the Department of Defense
should focus on integrating informa-
tion operations into broader oper-
ational planning and on updating infor-
mation operations doctrine.

The second preventive element of our
strategy is shaping the global environ-
ment through active U.S. military en-
gagement. The absence of this require-
ment in current administration rhet-
oric deeply troubles me. To speak of
the importance of engagement is not
simply a liberal effort to make the
world a better place, it is one of the
best means of maintaining alliance re-
lationships, deterring adversaries, en-
couraging civilian control of military
in foreign countries, and gathering
vital intelligence throughout the
world.

If we want to reduce the number of
contingencies to which the United
States is asked to send troops, we must
pursue engagement as a means of pre-
venting such conflicts before they hap-
pen. This vital engagement function
takes two forms.

First, it requires presence, both
through permanent basing and tem-
porary deployments and ports of call.
The changing global landscape may re-
quire basing in new locations. We
should consider the use of an Indo-
nesian island, greater presence in
Guam, smaller deployments through-
out Southeast Asia, and the shifting of
more European forces to the southeast
of that continent.

We must also be creative in how we
use bases, adopting more of a lily-pad
approach to basing that will allow us
to use forces without overly stressing
local communities. Frogs do not live
on lily pads, but they use them when
needing to get where they want to go.

Beyond presence, engagement must
involve continued military-to-military
exchanges and international military
education. This is our best means of af-
fecting the senior leaders’ leadership of
other countries and of building exper-
tise in their cultures and doctrines.
These relationships should be the last
thing we cut in times when we are try-
ing to send a political message. Cutting
contacts discourages the positive
changes we are seeking to effect in
many countries.

In the end, our ability to shape the
global environment to the benefit of
our national security depends on a
multifaceted approach, the linchpin of
which is continued engagement and
collaboration with other countries.

If our strategy takes these preven-
tive actions for the homeland and

through global presence, it must then
focus on required military capabilities
if prevention fails. Without a credible,
overwhelming warfighting capability,
the United States cannot deter would-
be aggressors and cannot maintain
global leadership.

There is no simple, elegant propo-
sition for the warfighting element of
the strategy to replace the two-major-
theater-war construct, but let me offer
a notional ‘‘1–2–3’’ approach.

One, we must be able to fight and win
decisively at low risk a major regional
conflict. Two, we must be able to con-
duct serious military actions in at
least two other regions simultaneously
to deter those who would take advan-
tage of our distraction in a major con-
flict.

Three, at the same time, we must be
able to undertake at least three small-
scale contingencies throughout the
world. Our recent history has shown
that this level of demand is simply a
reality. Therefore, we should plan for it
and accept it as the price of global
leadership.

I have agonized, Mr. Speaker, over
the risk of abandoning our two-major-
theater-war force-sizing approach.
While I know we do not currently have
the troops to support it, I still believe
we must determine our strategy first
and only then determine the size of our
force.

Our vital interests are spread
throughout Europe, the Persian Gulf
and East Asia, and therefore we must
maintain the ability to undertake sig-
nificant military action in any com-
bination of these three regions. Many
States continue to plow resources into
conventional and particularly
antiaccess capabilities. While it is true
that Iraq’s capabilities have been erod-
ed by sanctions and North Korea’s by
economic stagnation, both countries
maintain significant conventional
strength. The Taiwan Straits remain a
potential flashpoint.

The U.S. military has not given suffi-
cient consideration to how the United
States might have to respond if a
large-scale conflict broke out between
nuclear-capable India and Pakistan.
These are the presently foreseeable re-
gions in which a major regional con-
flict seems most likely to occur.

Now, I agree with Secretary Rums-
feld that the likelihood of any two of
these happening at any given moment
is remote. Yet the United States must
continue to have a multitheater capa-
bility. We must have enough forces to
deter an attack of opportunity if we
are engaged in a major theater war.
For these reasons, I believe any move
to a one-MTW capability must be ac-
companied by the ability to undertake
significant military actions in two
other places as well. These would not
be ‘‘holding’’ actions, but a credible ca-
pability to deter adventurism and to
protect crucial interests in those re-
gions.

The third element of the ‘‘1–2–3’’ ap-
proach to countering conventional

threats to U.S. national interests is,
the United States will continue to take
part in small-scale contingencies in
areas of lesser concern. At any given
moment, there may be more or less
than three such contingencies. The evi-
dence of the last 10 years shows such a
tempo is likely, particularly if you
consider the continued deployments to
keep peace in the Balkans and to main-
tain the no-fly zones in Iraq. Military
planning should be able to contend
with at least that number.

Many voices have called for scaling
our commitments back and limiting
the duration of U.S. involvement. We
in Congress will continue to ask tough
questions about how we get involved
and how to complete the mission, but
being involved is the price of global
leadership. We must acknowledge this
fact and plan our forces accordingly.

Finally, getting the strategy right
means communicating that strategy
effectively throughout the military
services. Doing so means incorporating
national strategic thinking into the
outstanding professional military edu-
cation system which already exists.
Those in our intermediate and senior
war colleges must understand how the
tactics, operational art, and battlefield
strategy they study fit within the
broader national military strategy
their civilian leaders devise.

We have the world’s best military
education system; an effective military
strategy must ensure that excellence
continues. As William Francis Butler
so aptly said, any nation that sepa-
rates its fighting men from its scholars
will have its fighting done by fools and
its thinking done by cowards.

When taken together, Mr. Speaker,
these strategic elements are similar to
those put forward by Secretary Rums-
feld. With the most notable exception
of his downplaying of engagement ac-
tivities, I believe he has gotten much
of the strategy right.

He has also rightly put attention on
the need to transform a percentage of
our forces and to invest in certain crit-
ical capabilities. The United States
must be able to protect space-based
communications and other systems. It
must search for increasingly effective
intelligence capabilities. It must pro-
cure sophisticated stand-off capabili-
ties to ensure that we can deliver fire-
power when confronted with antiaccess
strategy.

Finally, the Department must fur-
ther joint warfighting through ap-
proaches like standing joint task
forces. The Secretary has already ar-
ticulated these requirements effec-
tively.

What he gets wrong is his approach
to the troops. Technology is critical,
but in many cases it cannot substitute
for boots on the ground. Cutting forces
directly would be dead wrong. The al-
ternative approach of forcing each of
the services to make their own cuts is
even worse. This approach would force
each service to make cuts in a vacuum,
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and would abrogate America’s respon-
sibility to match force structure to the
strategy it prescribes.

The stability then-Major George C.
Marshall spoke of requires force struc-
ture consistency within an acceptable
range for the health of our armed serv-
ices. These services are only as good
and effective as those they can entice
to serve. Recruitment and retention ef-
forts are damaged when end-strength
numbers vary widely. Why should a
young person commit to serving if he
or she knows they may lose their jobs
when the government next cuts the
size of the military? Keeping faith with
those who serve means maintaining a
stable military base.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the strat-
egy I have articulated here requires
significant forces, in some cases more
than we have today. The United States
requires an Army, an Army of forces to
fight a major theater war, to deter a
second such conflict, to undertake
peacekeeping operations, and to take
part in engagement operations. If you
consider that we used the equivalent of
some 10 ground force divisions in the
Gulf War, it is hard to see how we
could fight one major conventional war
while taking on any other missions
with our current force. This and the re-
ality of high current OPTEMPO rates
argue for additional forces.

At a minimum, we should secure an
increase in the size of the active duty
Army by 20,000 soldiers to an end
strength of 500,000, while maintaining
10 active duty divisions. Just last
month, Secretary White and General
Shinseki testified before our com-
mittee that the Army could use 520,000
to meet the requirements of today’s
missions; 500,000 is the minimum force
size needed to implement this strategy.

In addition, we should support Army
transformation efforts. The Army has
given careful thought as to how it
must face future challenges; these ef-
forts deserve administration and con-
gressional support.

Our strategy will continue to put
great demands on the Navy for pres-
ence, ensuring access to conflict areas,
and to providing firepower to those
fighting on the ground. In this service,
a greater number of ships, along with a
modest increase in end strength, is des-
perately needed.
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The Navy currently has approxi-
mately 315 ships. Over time, given our
current replacement shipbuilding rate,
that figure would drop to 230. Such a
decline is appalling for a global naval
power with global requirements. The
scope of our commitments argues for a
400-ship Navy. This should be our goal.
At a minimum, however, we should
build toward the Navy’s articulated re-
quirement of 360 ships. We must also
devote resources to developing innova-
tive ships capable of operating in the
littoral—such as a Cebrowski-class of
‘‘streetfighters’’—as a complement to
our fleet of capital ships. Such new

platforms may well have great war-
fighting value, provide presence on the
cheap, and serve as a counterforce to
others’ anti-access capabilities.

The Air Force is currently well-sized
for the present strategy and will con-
tinue to play a vital role across the
spectrum of conflict. The Aerospace
Expeditionary Force concept is essen-
tial for allowing the Air Force to deal
effectively with the tempo of current
operations.

While the Air Force does not require
greater force structure, it will need ad-
ditional capabilities. The Air Force
will need to recapitalize its aging fleet.
In addition, the distances involved in a
strategy more oriented toward Asia
must involve greater airlift and more
long-range capabilities, like the B–2.

Finally, the Marine Corps is well
suited to both contingency operations
and major theater war in the 21st cen-
tury. In addition, they are developing
urban warfare capabilities highly rel-
evant to future conflicts. While Marine
force structure is appropriate to their
missions, they require a modest in-
crease in end-strength to allow fuller
manning of existing units and a relief
to some OPTEMPO and PERSTEMPO
demands. We must ensure that the Ma-
rine Corps continues to be able to pro-
vide the swift, forward action required
by future challenges.

Taken together, these changes result
in a larger force. The administration is
right to say that we currently have a
mismatch between strategy and force
structure, but the answer is not to ex-
plain away the requirements of our
global role. The answer is to size a
force appropriate to the roles we must
play.

Some might argue that we can ac-
complish these missions with fewer
forces if we accept larger risks. This is
a fool’s economy. We must give the
services the tools they need to fight
and win decisively within low to mod-
erate levels of risk. We must also lower
risks to readiness by ensuring adequate
forces for rotations. Mitigating these
risks by modestly increasing the size of
the force is the best way to provide the
stability in U.S. forces that then-Major
George C. Marshall sought in 1923. Only
then will we be prepared to meet any
challenge that will confront us.

Budgetary concerns alone should not
determine our national military strat-
egy. However, we must acknowledge
the difficulty of both modernizing our
forces and ensuring they have the capa-
bilities needed to fight on any 21st cen-
tury battlefield, without cutting force
structure. Alleviating these pressures
will require effort on both sides. We in
Congress must keep national strategy
in mind when allocating defense re-
sources. President Bush recently ex-
pressed his hope that ‘‘Congress’ pri-
ority is a strong national defense.’’ I
can tell you that for many of us, Demo-
crat and Republican, this is the case.

But for its part, the administration
must make the priority of national de-
fense as or more important than a tax

cut. The military truly requires and
deserves a greater budgetary top-line
and a larger percentage of discre-
tionary spending. The Department
must follow through on the manage-
ment reforms that Secretary Rumsfeld
and the service secretaries have rightly
highlighted to achieve cost savings.

At the end of the day, my approach is
nothing more than Harry Truman com-
mon sense. Implementing effective
strategy requires inspired leadership
by the President and Secretary of De-
fense. I say again, inspired leadership. I
hope the current administration will
provide it. Conversations about strat-
egy tend to stay within policy elites.
But at its most fundamental level, the
impact of this strategy we make is felt
by every member of the service. They
must have confidence that their lead-
ers will consistently fund defense at
levels that allow them to do their jobs
proudly and effectively. If we fail to do
that, we undermine not only our strat-
egy but all those Americans we should
inspire to serve.

f

NATIONAL DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 3,
2001, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WELDON) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I want to start off by com-
mending the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON) for his very appropriate
and very logical comments which I will
follow up on in a few moments.

Before doing so, however, Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to pay my personal
tribute to one of our colleagues who
passed away over the break, the Honor-
able FLOYD SPENCE. I had known FLOYD
SPENCE as many of our colleagues did
in a very personal way over the past 15
years that I have served in the Con-
gress. He was a leader on national secu-
rity issues when I came to the Con-
gress. He was one of those individuals
that I looked up to for guidance and for
early orientation to fully understand
the role of the Congress in making sure
that our military was being properly
supported.

Congressman SPENCE, Chairman
SPENCE, was one of those very unique
individuals who had severe health prob-
lems, in fact had a major double lung
transplant, and had gone through tur-
moil in his life from the health stand-
point. I can remember the days when
they wheeled him to the floor of the
House in a wheelchair with a venti-
lator, yet he came back and rose to be-
come the full chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee and for 6
years he led this body in issues affect-
ing our national security.

He was a quiet man, a gentleman,
someone that never had a cross word
for anyone, even those he disagreed
with and was someone who would be a
role model for someone aspiring to be-
come a Member of this body. He had a
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